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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

Revision of Part 22 and Part 90
of the Commission's Rules to
Facilitate Future Development
of Paging Systems

Implementation of Section 309(j)
of the Communications Act -­
Competitive Bidding

In the Matter of

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE PAGING COALITION

Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson & Dickens, on behalf of its common carrier

paging clients listed in Attachment A hereto (the Paging Coalition or the

Coalition), and pursuant to Section 1.415(c) of the Commission's Rules, hereby

submit their reply comments in the above-captioned proceeding.

I. The Record Shows That the Commission's Application Freeze and Contour
Shrinkage Proposal Exceed its Statutory Authority.

The record developed by the comments in this proceeding shows that the

Commission's implementation of a paging application freeze, and its interim

licensing proposal (including the recalculation of the composite interference

contours in the 929 and 931 MHz paging bands), are contrary to law.

Section 309(j)(7)(a) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the

Act), explicitly provides as follows:

(7) CONSIDERATION OF REVENUES IN PUBLIC INTEREST
DETERMINATIONS. --

(A) CONSIDERATION PROHIBITED. -- In making a decision pursuant to
section 303(c) to assign a band of frequencies to a use for which licenses
or permits will be issued pursuant to this subsection, and in prescribing
regulations pursuant to paragraph 4(C) of this subsection, the Commission
may !lQ.1 base a finding of pUblic interest, convenience, and necessity on
the expectation of Federal revenues from the use of a system of
competitive bidding under this subsection. (underlining added).



In adopting the captioned Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), the

Commission stated

"[b]ecause of the fundamental changes we are proposing in our
paging licensing scheme [i.e., market area licensing], we are
suspending the acceptance of new applications for paging channels
as of the adoption date of this Notice . .. We believe that after the
public has been placed on notice of our proposed rule changes,
continuing to accept new applications under the current rules would
impair the objectives of this proceeding." NPRM at para. 139.
(underlining added).

Additionally, in order to further its goal of licensing the existing paging

frequencies on a market area basis by competitive bidding, the Commission has

proposed to implement a new formula to calculate a station's interference

contour, both on an interim and permanent basis.' This formula, especially in the

929/931 MHz paging bands, significantly reduces the protection afforded by the

current rules (including the 20-mile service area contour and 50-mile interference

contour typical of most stations). Because this significant contour reduction will

not safeguard the service provided by existing systems, the Coalition can only

agree with those commenters who conclude that the Commission is trying to

create additional unlicensed area in order to enhance the revenues from an

auction.

As pointed out in the comments of John D. Pelligren (Pelligren) and ProNet

Inc. (ProNet), the redefinition of station contours to create additional auctionable

spectrum contravenes the Commission's statutory authority. Section 309(j)(7)(A)

1 Footnote 271 of the NPRM provides that "[t]he interference contour is
based on a median field strength of 21 dBu VIm." The Commission's staff has
informally indicated to the undersigned counsel that this footnote was not
intended to immediately replace the Commission's rules for implementing
transmitters which qualify for construction under current Rule Sections 22.163
and 22. 165. However, adoption of the new formula as an interim standard was
identified as a possible outcome of the instant proceeding, although this is not
clear from the text of the NPRM.
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specifically prohibits the Commission from utilizing the auction/competitive bidding

process in order to award licenses based upon the anticipated revenues which will

be derived from an auction. Since the freeze and contour recalculation are both

designed primarily to make an auction more profitable, that is contrary to law.

Accordingly, the Coalition urges the Commission to immediately lift the freeze and

to continue licensing paging facilities on a site-by-site basis, in accordance with

the Commission's current application processing rules, pending the outcome of its

market area licensing proposal.

II. The Commission Must Consider Reasonable Alternatives to Freezing the
Acceptance of Paging Applications.

The comments on file show that the industry overwhelmingly opposes an

application freeze and the Commission's interim licensing procedures as contrary

to the well being of the industry and the customers that it serves. This sentiment

is the result of the instant paralysis imposed on this very mature industry by the

freeze. Over the years, the industry has been able to respond to customer

demands for improved and expanded service. An additional wait of one year or

more to implement improved service to subscribers, on top of the recent

processing delays in the common carrier frequency bands is unacceptable. As

shown by the record in this proceeding, such an environment will only serve to

harm the paging industry by reducing competition; smaller carriers will be forced

out of business as customers look elsewhere for their communications needs;2

and even larger carriers will experience customer dissatisfaction, which

undermines the public's confidence in one-way communications services. In order

2 For example, Morris Communications notes that if the freeze is not
immediately lifted, it will be forced to make significant staff reductions as
proposed expansion plans for calendar year 1996 will not be implemented. As a
result, customers in these areas will be forced to continue without necessary
improvements to their paging service.
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to prevent such a harsh result, the Coalition urges the Commission to immediately

lift the freeze, as the most obvious alternative to its proposal; or to consider other

reasonable alternatives to the paging freeze and its proposed interim licensing

procedures, as it is required to do. See Telocator Network of America v. FCC,

691 F. 2d 525, 537 (D.C. Cir. 1982).

In the event that the Commission chooses not to lift the freeze, then the

Coalition urges the Commission to adopt the alternative approach outlined in their

comments. With respect to the exclusive use paging frequencies, the Coalition

suggested in its comments that the Commission allow licensees to: (1) file

applications for additional sites within a reasonable distance (e.g., 40 miles) of its

existing system; and (2) fill-in gaps in their coverage that may be larger than 40

miles, where such gaps are substantially surrounded (e.g., along at least six of

the eight principal radials) by the licensee's co-channel facilities. Comments of

the Coalition at 14-1 5.

The Coalition has reviewed the interim licensing comments submitted in the

referenced docket. Other members of the industry have offered alternatives

which would likewise significantly mitigate the harm imposed by the

Commission's freeze and proposed interim licensing proposals, by more effectively

allowing existing carriers to respond to subscriber demands for service.

For instance, Paging Partners Corporation (Paging Partners) urges the

Commission to grandfather existing transmitters in the 929 and 931 MHz paging

bands with a 20-mile service and 50-mile interference contours. Comments of

Paging Partners at 4. The Coalition believes that this represents a reasonable

alternative to facilitate the implementation of internal fill-in transmitters, so that

most carriers will be able to serve their customers throughout their existing

service areas. Additionally, since licensees have installed many fill-in transmitters
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without notice to the FCC (since such notice is no longer required under Part 22

of the Commission's Rules), the status of those fill-in transmitters would be

questionable if they are located outside the reduced composite interference

contour. By grandfathering both authorized transmitter sites and existing fill-in

transmitters, as of the release date of the NPRM, carriers will enjoy the added

flexibility in making internal service enhancements to existing systems. The

Coalition believes that such grandfathering should extend to grants made in the

future of already-pending applications.

Paging Partners also suggests that, in the event the Commission does not

lift the paging freeze, existing licensees should be permitted to establish additional

sites on a primary basis, provided as there is an overlap between the existing

reliable service area contour (RSAC) and the RSAC of the proposed transmitter.

Id. at 3. The Coalition believes that this proposal is in the public interest, since

licensees will have the flexibility to immediately respond to customer requests for

needed service by implementing new sites. Such flexibility is necessary as private

industry and governmental agencies (which are the bulk of the Coalition's clients)

consolidate, reorganize, and relocate personnel and operations to new campuses. 3

3 The Coalition also supports Paging Partner's conclusion that the
Commission should license all sites during the interim licensing period on a
primary, rather than secondary basis. lQ. Licensing on a primary basis is
necessary so that carriers will be able to obtain financing for the necessary
expenses (equipment and otherwise, which can be in excess of $25,000 per site)
to establish and operate additional transmitter sites. This need is even greater
where the licensee is a publicly traded corporation, and must satisfy its investars'
concerns that the carrier is capable of making reasonable business decisions. As
many carriers have noted, any sites which are authorized on a secondary basis
during the pendency of this proceeding may very likely have to be dismantled
following the auction. Given the resulting uncertainty and expense, it is unlikely
that any reputable lending institution or group of capital investors would consider
it a prudent risk to provide financing for paging system expansion. For these
reasons, the Coalition opposes the suggestion by American Paging, Inc. that the
Commission license, on a secondary basis, any 929/931 MHz paging transmitter
which is to be located outside the existing composite interference contour of the
applicant. See Comments of American Paging, Inc. at 2.
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ProNet similarly proposes that the Commission authorize additional facilities,

on a primary basis, so long as they are located within a 40-mile radius of an

existing co-channel base station. ~ Comments of ProNet at 8-9. This

proposal, which is similar to that offered by Teletouch Licenses, Inc. and the

Private Carrier Paging Licensees with respect to the shared private carrier paging

bands, is consistent with the Commission's one-to-a-market rule. See e.g., Rule

Section 22.539(b); Comments of Teletouch Licenses, Inc. at 10; Comments of

the Private Carrier Paging Licensees at 10.

Additionally, ProNet urges the Commission to permit licensees to make

modifications to their existing systems, where under the Commission's Rules, no

other carrier would be able to serve the area. Id. at 9-10. This latter suggestion

appears to be consistent with the Coalition's proposal to allow incumbents to fill

in "pockets" in their coverage, as discussed above. These proposals would

provide paging licensees some degree of flexibility to expand their paging

systems, on a primary basis, within a 40-mile radius (for paging facilities below

900 MHz) or within a 70-mile radius (for paging facilities in the 929/931 MHz

paging bands) without substantially reducing the amount of spectrum which might

be available for auction. Additionally, since only existing licensees would be

permitted to make these "minor" system expansions, the likelihood of speculation

is remote, at best. Thus, paging carriers will be able to provide service with

reasonable certainty that the base stations would not have to be dismantled at a

later date in order to accommodate the new needs of the market area licensee

after service was already being provided to the public. This is especially

necessary in those circumstances where, because of engineering considerations,

another carrier could not provide service due to co-channel interference

considerations.
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Other commenters have similar ideas on expansion rights for incumbent

licensees. See. e.g. Comments of Page Telecommunications, L.L.C. at 4-5

(existing licensees should be allowed to add transmitters that overlap an existing

site's interference contour by at least 50 percent); Comments of PageMart, Inc.

at 4 (additional transmitters can be established within the existing service area

contour, even if the new service area will extend beyond the contour).

The foregoing alternatives each contain provisions which may provide an

acceptable interim solution. While each of these alternatives differ somewhat,

they all recognize that existing licensees must be afforded a reasonable

opportunity to expand their coverage, and that this expansion cannot be

accomplished with transmitters that would only operate on a secondary basis.

The Coalition recommends that the Commission provide the industry sufficient

time to develop a consensus as to the best solution with respect to each of the

paging services, e.g., private carrier shared channels, common carrier exclusive

below 900 MHz, and 929-931 MHz exclusive channels.

The Coalition has concerns that the suggestions of certain other

commenters will have a deleterious effect on the industry, if adopted. In

particular, Brown and Schwaninger urge the Commission to provide expansion

flexibility only to small carriers with no more than six co-channel base stations in

a particular market. ~ Comments of Brown and Schwaninger at 3. The

members of the Coalition, many of whom are small businesses themselves,

believe that this proposal is too restrictive. In most markets, more than six

transmitters are required to adequately serve a particular area. Under the Brown

and Schwaninger proposal, most licensees would be frozen out. The number of

transmitters that are deployed in a particular system is not governed by the size

of the carrier, but rather by the size of the area that the carrier must serve, as
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well as the needs of its customer base. In that all carriers serve both large and

small customers, the Coalition respectfully submits that all carriers must have the

same flexibility in order to adequately serve their customers. Because the

Commission's licensing of paging channels is based upon a finding that the grant

of the application will serve the public interest, in accordance with Section 309(a)

of the Act, the Coalition does not see how restricting expansion rights to only a

small class of existing carriers would serve the public interest, especially since the

vast majority of paging subscribers are served by systems that would not be able

to expand or change to meet the changing needs.

A + Communications, Inc. (A + Communications) supports the

Commission's use of the 21 dBu Vim formula, using the assumption of ',000

watts effective radiated power (ERP) at ',000 feet HAAT, regardless of the

actual values attributable to the component sites in those systems. See

Comments of A + Communications at 3. The Coalition sees the logic to this

suggestion, but opposes any use of the formula proposed by the Commission,

even with an assumption that a 900 MHz paging facility is operating at 1,000

watts ERP and 1,000 feet HAAT. The concern is that while A +

Communications' proposal would result in a default separation of 70 miles for all

base stations in the 929/931 MHz paging bands, such separation would not

necessarily be adequate where the actual height or power of the station would

result in greater contours under Rule Sections 22.537 and 90.495. Because the

proposal of A + Communications could result in a substantial reduction in the

contours for Class K, H, G, and F stations, the Coalition submits that the

Commission should instead utilize the existing tables of Rule Sections 22.537 and

90.495 in order to determine the appropriate station contours and co-channel

separation. In this way, co-channel licensees will be assured of being able to
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provide reliable service to their subscribers without risk of harmful co-channel

interference.

B & B Communications, Inc. proposes that the Commission permit mutually

exclusive applicants to negotiate a settlement during a set 45-day period

following the Commission's release of a public notice announcing that the

applications are mutually exclusive. ~ Comments of B & B Communications,

Inc. at 5. If there is no settlement, the mutual exclusivity would be resolved by

auction. Id. The Coalition supports this proposal inasmuch as it recognizes that

licensees should be able to resolve frequency conflicts. However, the Coalition

disagrees with the time limitation proffered by B & B Communications, Inc. The

auction legislation encourages engineering and other resolutions to frequency

conflicts and the Commission has not stayed its settlement rules. Therefore,

there should be no restrictions on settlements which would allow the grant of

mutually exclusive applications.

III. Licensees On Nationwide Paging Channels Have an Unfair Competitive
Advantage.

The Coalition agrees with Page Telecommunications L.L.C (Pagete/) and the

Coalition For A Competitive Paging Industry that the freeze gives licensees

operating facilities on the nationwide 929 and 931 MHz frequencies an unfair

advantage over all other paging licensees. ~ Comments of Pagetel at 7.;

Emergency Petition for Immediate Withdrawal of Freeze at 15-16.

Under the freeze, most paging licensees are precluded from effectively

expanding their systems. However, licensees on the 931 MHz nationwide

frequencies, or who have been granted nationwide exclusivity on a 929 MHz

channel, can expand their systems without restriction. These licensees generally

provide local and regional paging services, in direct competition with smaller

carriers; nationwide service is available as an additional cost option. Since the
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nationwide licensees will be able to expand their systems without restriction, all

other carriers will be at a distinct competitive disadvantage. As a result, the

Coalition fears that there could be a significant loss of subscriber base to the

nationwide licensees during the pendency of this rulemaking, which will more

than undo any purported benefits. This result would be arbitrary and capricious,

and further dictates against the freeze.

IV. Conclusion.

Like most commenters in this proceeding, the Coalition opposes the

application filing freeze and the interim processing rules, as proposed. The

Commission's application freeze is in violation of Section 309(j)(7)(A) of the Act.

If the Commission does not lift the freeze altogether, the Coalition urges the

Commission to consider the many reasonable alternatives which have been

proffered during the comment cycle.

Respectfully submitted,

THE PAGING COALITION

hn A. Prendergast
i,Richard D. Rubino
f'Their Attorneys

8100ston Mordkofsky Jackson
and Dickens

21 20 L Street, N.W ., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20037

Tel. 202-659-0830

Dated: March 11, 1996
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ATTACHMENT A

Ameritel Paging, Inc.

Anserphone of Natchez, Inc.

CommNet Paging Inc.

Metro/Delta, Inc.

Oregon Telephone Corporation

Paging Systems Management, Inc.

Professional Answering Service, Inc.

Radio Paging Service

Radiofone, Inc.

RCC Paging, Inc.

Sema-Phoon, Inc.

Ventures in Paging L.C.
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I, Elizabeth A. Ebere, hereby certify that I am an employee of Blooston,
Mordkofsky, Jackson & Dickens, and that on this 11th day of March, 1996, I caused
to be delivered by first-class U.S. mail, postage prepaid, a copy of the foregoing
Reply Comments of the Paging Coalition to the following:

Chairman Reed Hundt*
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW Room 814
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner James Quello *
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW Room 802
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Andrew Barrett *
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW Room 826
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Rachelle Chong *
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW - Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Susan Ness *
Federal Communications Commission
191 9 M Street, NW - Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

Michelle Farquhar, Chief*
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, N.W., Room 5002
Washington, D.C. 20554

David Furth, Acting Chief*
Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, N.W., Room 7002
Washington, D.C. 20554

ITS
Room 246
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

* By Hand Delivery

A. Thomas Carroccia, Esq.
Bell, Boyd & Lloyd
1615 L Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: A + Communications, Inc.

John L. Crump
d/b/a ACE Communications
11403 Waples Mill Road
P.O. Box 3070
Oakton, VA 22124

George V. Wheeler, Esq.
Koteen & Naftalin
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: American Paging, Inc.

Donald J. Evans, Esq.
McFadden, Evans & Sill
1627 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 810
Washington, D.C. 20006
For: B & B Communications, Inc.

Jill Abeshouse Stern, Esq.
Robert J. Cynkar, Esq.
Janice H. Ziegler, Esq.
Edmund D. Daniels, Esq.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037
For: Coalition for a Competitive

Paging Industry

Veronica M. Ahern, Esq.
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle
One Thomas Circle
Washington, D.C. 20005
For: Consolidated Communications

Mobile Services, Inc.



Michael J. Shortley, III, Esq.
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646
For: Frontier Corporation

William L. Fishman, Esq.
Sullivan & Worcester, LLP
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Diamond Page Partnerships

AmericaOne
Northwest Pager
Metro Paging
West Virginia Pager
PagerOne

Alan S. Tilles, Esq.
Meyer, Faller, Weisman & Rosenberg
440 Jenifer Street, N.W., Suite 380
Washington, D.C. 20015
For: Glenayre Technologies, Inc.

Jeanne M. Walsh, Esq.
Kurtis & Associates, P.C.
2000 M Street, N.W, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Metamora Telephone Company,

Inc.

Jack Richards, Esq.
Keller and Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001
For: MobileMedia Communications,

Inc.

Gene P. Belardi, Vice President
MobileMedia Communications, Inc.
2101 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 935
Arlington, VA 22201
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Thomas Gutierrez, Esq.
J. Justin McClure, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1111 M Street, N.W., 12th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Mobile Telecommunication

Technologies Corporation

William J. Franklin, Esq.
William J. Franklin, Chartered
1200 G Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-3814
For: North State Communications Inc.

Rule Radiophone Service, Inc.
Rule Communications

Lucille M. Mates, Esq.
Pacific Bell
140 New Montgomery St., Rm 1526
San Francisco, CA 94105

James L. Wurtz, Esq.
Margaret E. Garber, Esq.
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
For: Pacific Bell

Judith St. Ledger-Roty, Esq.
Paul G. Madison, Esq.
Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1100 - East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005
For: Paging Network, Inc.

Phillip L. Spector I Esq.
Thomas A. Boasberg, Esq.
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton

& Garrison
1615 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Pagemart, Inc.



John D. Pellegrin, Esq.
John D. Pellegrin, Chartered
1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 606
Washington, D.C. 20036

Katherine M. Holden, Esq.
Wiley Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
For: Personal Communications

Industry Association

Mark J. Golden
Vice President of Industry Affairs
Personal Communications Industry
Assn
1019 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036

George L. Lyon, Jr., Esq.
Pamela Gaary, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1111 M Street, N.W ., 12th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Jon D. Word

Pioneer Telephone Cooperative

Terry J. Romine, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1111 M Street, N.W., 12th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Preferred Networks, Inc.

Ellen S. Mandell, Esq.
Pepper & Corazzini, LLP
1776 K Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20006
For: Pagers Plus

Priority Communications, Inc.
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Jerome K. Blask, Esq.
Daniel E. Smith, Esq.
Gurman, Blask & Freedman, Chartered
1400 Sixtheenth Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: ProNet Inc.

Robert H. Schwaninger, Jr., Esq.
Brown and Schwaninger
1835 K Street, N. W., Suite 650
Washington, D.C. 20006

David L. Hill, Esq.
Audrey P. Rasmussen, Esq.
O'Connor & Hannan
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006-3483
For: Paging Partners Corporation

Source One Wireless, Inc.

Richard S. Becker, Esq.
James S. Finerfrock, Esq.
Jeffrey E. Rummel, Esq.
Richard S. Becker & Assoc., Chartered
191 5 Eye Street, N.W ., 8th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006
For: TSR Paging Inc.

Raymond C. Trott, P.E.
Trott Communications Group, Inc.
1425 Greenway Drive, Suite 350
Irving, TX 75038

Steven S. Seltzer, President
Personal Communications, Inc.
RCC of Pennsylvania, Inc.
Modern Communications Corp.
P.O. Box One
Altoona, PA 16603-0001



Amelia L. Brown, Esq.
Henry A. Solomon, Esq.
Haley, Bader & Potts
4350 N. Fairfax Drive, Suite 900
Arlington, VA 22203-1633
For: Personal Communications, Inc.

RCC of Pennsylvania, Inc.
Modern Communications Corp.
Western Radio Services Co., Inc.

Frederick M. Joyce, Esq.
Christine McLaughlin, Esq.
Joyce &Jacobs, LLP
1019 19th Street, N.W.
14th Floor, PH-2
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: A + Network

Brandon Communications
Merryville Investments
Metrocall, Inc.
Morris Communications, Inc.
Nationwide Paging, Inc.
Page-USA, Inc.
Pager One

George L. Lyon, Jr., Esq.
David Nace, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1111 M Street, N.W., 12th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Page Telelcommunications, LLC

Heartland Telecommunications

4

Timothy E. Welch, Esq.
Hill & Welch
1330 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 113
Washington, D.C. 20036
For: Amery Gelephone Company, Inc.

ATS Mobile Telephone, Inc.
B & B Beepers
Baker's Electronics and

Communications, Inc.
Baldwin Telecom, Inc.
Beeper One, Inc.
Benkelman Telephone Company
Chequamegon Telephone Co-op
Communications Sales & Service
HEI Communications, Inc.
Mashell Connect, Inc.
Metamora Telephone Company
Mobilfone Service, Inc.
Paging Associates, Inc.
Porter Communications, Inc.
Karl A. Rinker d/b/a Rinkers

Communications
Supercom, Inc.
Wauneta Telephone Company
Wilkinson County Telephone

Company, Inc.



Carl W. Northrop, Esq.
Bryan, Cave, LLP
700 13th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20006
For: AACS Communications, Innc.

AirTouch Paging
Answer, Inc.
Arch Communications Group,

Inc.
Cal-Autofone
Centrapage of Vermont
Centracom, Inc.
Communications Enterprises
Desert Mobilfone
Detroit Newspaper Agency
Electronic Engineering Company
Hello Pager Company, Inc.
Jackson Mobilphone Company
LaVergne's Telephone Answering

Service
Midco Communications
Donald G. Pollard d/b/a Siskiyou

Mobilfone
PowerPage, Inc.
Radio Electronic Products Corp.
RETCOM, Inc.
Westlink Communications
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